
Government 

Publications 

=~ CA | 2 

=== ~s; Research Paper Series 
==6 _-/998 Analytical Studies Branch 

=s fe il 4 Foreign-Born vs Native-Born Canadians: 
A Comparison of Their Inter-Provincial Labour Mobility 

by Zhengxi Lin 

0. 

Sr crisin 

Se 

ik Ee b-8 

Bel S2isics Statistique anada 



ANALYTICAL STUDIES BRANCH 
RESEARCH PAPER SERIES 

The Analytical Studies Branch Research Paper Series provides for the circulation, on a pre- 

publication basis, of research conducted by Branch staff, visiting Fellows and academic 

associates. The Research Paper Series is intended to stimulate discussion on a variety of topics 

including labour, business firm dynamics, pensions, agriculture, mortality, language, 

immigration, statistical computing and simulation. Readers of the series are encouraged to 

contact the authors with comments, criticisms and suggestions. A list of titles appears inside the 

back cover of this paper. 

Papers in the series are distributed to Statistics Canada Regional Offices, provincial statistical 

focal points, research institutes, and specialty libraries. These papers can be downloaded from the 
internet at www.statcan.ca. 

To obtain a collection of abstracts of the papers in the series and/or copies of individual papers 
(in French or English), please contact: 

Publications Review Committee 

Analytical Studies Branch, Statistics Canada 

24th Floor, R.H. Coats Building 
Ottawa, Ontario, K1A OT6 

(613) 951-6325 



Foreign-Born vs Native-Born Canadians: 
A Comparison of Their Inter-Provincial Labour Mobility 

by 

Zhengxi Lin 

No. 114 

11F0019MPE No. 114 

ISSN: 1200-5223 
ISBN: 0660-17529-0 

Business and Labour Market Analysis 

24-H R.H. Coats Building, Ottawa, K1A OT6 

Statistics Canada 

Facsimile Number: (613) 951-5403 

(613) 951-0830 

Email: linzhen @statcan.ca 

September 1998 

I would like to thank Cécile Dumas, Jean Dumas and Myles Zyblock for many valuable 

comments on previous drafts. Earlier versions were presented at the 1997 Canadian Economics 

Association (CEA) meetings and the joint conference on “Immigration, Employment and the 

Economy” of the Canadian Employment Research Forum (CERF) and Citizenship and 

Immigration Canada (CIC). I would also like to thank my discussants, Kathleen Day and David 

Green, and the CEA session and CERF-CIC conference participants for helpful comments and 
suggestions. Errors remaining are the sole responsibility of my own. 

This paper represents the views of the author and does not necessarily reflect the opinions of 

Statistics Canada. 

Aussi disponible en francais 





Table of Contents 

Ly Introduction pica: Mixes tte. Rist ewes Arad Arde eS ene he rath 1 

2..Ammisrants in Canadas An-Overnview=@.22 .gecu. x00: itee ethos: a tac.cie.). sepa avandia. Bak 4 

2:\~Proyineial. Distribution oflmmigrants ae teres axed. etn s bec. hitiia, VB dis eee 4 

22eAdult ImmicrantsuniCanadakAcProtiletentniie. 0 eae. faresrn) aiiaiis- betiew oe eked La tog: 6 

3. Immigrant and Inter-Provincial Mobility: Some Patterms.....................::ccccceeseeeeneeeereeeeeees 11 

3: lndnter-ProvincialiMobility,Rates 22. Meee ee tet orn. rela .2c;. deesek: ere t.ho ees 11 

Se2e[nter-Provinctal Misratiom ILO ws meres eierescs. cet ethene visser 22th .. so-2--ce0ce-cessnnoevencresnesseserss 1p 

St Sabeparting And leanding PAterns eee eee ee terete 2, Cen Sirsa sucess atau Nereus vssetos 14 

34 .Reasonfor Relocationseaiie i: tee aes. chee eee da he Phe as, 2254.3 asl. aunt oes 16 

3. sabconomic:Retums tosMobility em than athe. cern tye ahs. Serta sats. chen ett hoestt. ti 

4. Immigrant and Inter-Provincial Mobility: Determinants ..............0. occ eeeeeseeceeeeeeeees 19 

4.1 A Theoretical Framework of Inter-Provincial Labour Mobility «0.0.0... ceeeeeeeeeees ) 

42.DataandsVatiable;Specilicatioms rewire te cieae tee-ra Vee sia!.. Ss Prati te See 20 

4:3 cEstimation’and Resultsanwts 4 eee cere lesen, ied. ese Soe Se os css ee ee, Lee V9 

5. Summary, Policy Implication and Conclusion ....000..........ecc eee ceseeceeeseeeeeeeeeecesseeeeeeeseeeees 26 

Aen ixess. pees sek tees este ee ees eck ocean te: . RARE. cesarean: 29 

Selected: References bases Mt fh ees Saeco Fin ode ales. hither ee 30 



Digitized by the Internet Archive 

in 2023 with funding from 

University of Toronto 

https://archive.org/details/31/761116347980 



Abstract 

This paper investigates the inter-provincial labour mobility behaviour of immigrants relative to 

that of native-born Canadians. Foreign-born Canadians differ a great deal from their 

domestically-born counterparts. The foreign-born population is geographically concentrated in a 

few provinces and a few big cities. As a whole, they are older, better educated, more likely to be 

married, and more likely to have dependent children and bigger households. They are less active 

in participating in full-time education and training. They fare relatively better in the labour 

market. As a result, a higher proportion of them receive social security benefits that are directly 

tied to the presence of dependent children or age such as family allowance benefits and pension 

income, but a lower proportion receive benefits that are related to labour market performance 

such as employment insurance benefits and social assistance benefits. 

As a whole, immigrants are relatively less mobile inter-provincially. This is true both nationally 

and across almost every province. Among those who move to other provinces, destinations for. 

foreign-born migrants are highly geographically concentrated. Most of them make their new 

homes in Alberta, Ontario and British Columbia. A significantly lower proportion of them 

relocate to other provinces for economic considerations but a much higher proportion move to go 

to school or after retirement. Earnings return to their inter-provincial migration is significantly 

more substantial. This is the result of both wage increase and more hours of work after migration. 

Multi-variate regression results show that there are no Statistically significant structural 

differences in the determinants of inter-provincial migration decisions between comparable 

foreign- and native-born Canadians. The probability of moving to other provinces, for 

immigrants as well as for domestically-born Canadians, is higher if earnings potentials elsewhere 

are relatively higher, lower if it is relatively harder to find employment elsewhere, higher among 

better educated workers, lower among French-speaking Canadians, lower among union members, 

and decreases with age, family size and job tenure. None of the proxies for government’s labour 

market interventions significantly affect the decision to move inter-provincially. The lower 

mobility rates among the foreign-born are fully attributable to distributional and compositional 

differences between the immigrant and non-immigrant populations. 

These findings have a direct policy implication on immigration selection. To encourage 

population and labour force growth in economically less prosperous provinces, one might 
consider amending the current immigration selection and approval system, considering intended 

destinations as an additional factor and awarding additional points to applicants who choose 

designated provinces to settle upon arrival. 

JEL Classification: J15, J61 

Key words: foreign-born Canadians, native-born Canadians, inter-provincial labour mobility 
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1. Introduction 

The objective of this paper is to investigate the inter-provincial labour mobility behaviour of 
immigrants relative to that of native-born Canadians.’ It attempts to address the following 
questions: Do immigrants move to other provinces more or less frequently than native-born 
Canadians do? Are the departing and landing patterns of their inter-provincial migration different 
from that of native-borns? What are the reasons behind their relocations to other provinces 
relative to the domestically-born? What are the economic returns to their inter-provincial 
mobility relative to that of the native-born? And what are the factors influencing their decision of 

moving to other provinces relative to their native-born counterparts? 

The motivation for this paper arises from three considerations. First, Canada is a “country of 

immigrants”. In 1991, there were 4.3 million immigrants in Canada, amounting to 16.1% of the 

total population. Between 1983 and 1996, nearly two and a half million people from all over the 

world have made Canada their country of permanent residence. In recent years, newly arrived 

immigrants account for over half of Canada’s population and labour force growth. 

Second, Canada is a large country, comprised of economically diverse and culturally distinct 

geographic regions. The uneven economic performance across regions (regional disparity) 

constantly generates a continual necessity for adjustments in the labour market. In areas of 

economic prosperity, the local labour markets may not be able to supply either the number of 

workers or the skills required by the available jobs. The resulting shortages of labour create the 

need for redistribution of workers from areas of less favourable economic conditions. On the 

contrary, in areas of economic depression, the scarcity of employment opportunities many 

prompt workers to look elsewhere. Thus, geographic labour mobility serves as an important 

mechanism for labour market adjustments for individual workers as well as for the society as a 

whole, by redistributing workers from areas of low demand to those of high demand. 

Third, geographic mobility of immigrants has obvious important policy implications. For 

example, anyone applying for immigration to Canada is required to choose a province of 

destination. Whether or not the application is successful is, to varying degrees, a function of the 

intended destination, at least under the business/investment category.” To encourage business 
immigrants to settle in economically less prosperous provinces, the government sets varying 

minimum capital requirements across the country, substantially lower for some provinces than 

for others.” However, once an immigrant lands in Canada, he/she is free to move to anywhere. 

1 The term “foreign-born” or “immigrant” is used interchangeably throughout this paper, meaning one’s birth place 

is outside of Canada. 

2 Other categories are refugees, independent/skilled workers, and family reunification. 

3 The minimum investment requirement is currently $350,000 for British Columbia, Ontario, Quebec and Nova 

Scotia; and $250,000 for the rest of the country. 
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From a policy perspective, it is important to know whether immigrants stay where they have 

chosen to settle upon arrival or move to other provinces. If immigrants indeed stay where they 

have initially settled down, the issue will be how to attract them to economically less prosperous 

provinces. An important vehicle for doing so lies within the government’s control — the 

selection process. Currently, intended destinations of applicants do not carry any weight in the 

selection criteria except under the business/investment category. However, this category accounts 

for only a small fraction of total successful applicants. A large proportion of immigrants arrive in 

Canada under the independent/skilled-worker category, which does not consider intended 

destinations for landing as a factor in the selection and approval process (the point-system).* To 

encourage independent immigrants to settle in economically less prosperous provinces, the point- 

system could be amended to include intended destinations as an additional factor. And additional 

points could be awarded to those applicants who choose designated provinces as intended 

destinations, very much like the way “arranged employment/designated occupation” (Factor 5) 

presently works. 

Issues surrounding immigration and immigrants have received considerable attention in Canada, 

and the existing large body of work covers a wide range of research areas.” Some of this 

literature relate to immigration policy (e.g., Harrison (1996), DeVoretz (1995), Green and Green 

(1995), Bakan and Stasiulis (1994), Citizenship and Immigration Canada (1994), Stoffman 

(1993), Wright and Maxim (1993), Globerman (1992), Beach and Green (1989), Seward (1989)); 

some investigate immigrants’ labour market performance and outcomes (e.g., Bloom et al 

(1994), Marr and Siklos (1994), DeVoretz (1992)); some examine characteristics of immigrants 

(e.g., Badets and Chui (1994), Chui and Devereaux (1995), Sullivan (1992)); some analyze the 

integration of immigrants and impacts of immigration (e.g., Baker and Benjamin (1995), Abbott 

and Beach (1993), Beaujot (1992), Chenard and Serjak (1992), Nakamura et al (1992), Simon 

(1992), Thomas (1992), Abbott (1989), Akbari (1989), Boyd (1989), DeVoretz (1989), Seward 

and Trenblay (1989), Seward (1987)); some investigate the patterns and distribution of 

immigrants (e.g., HRDC (1996), Marr (1992), Moore et al (1989)), some concern the health 

status of immigrants (e.g., Chen et al (1996a, 1996b)). And the list goes on. But, geographic 

labour mobility of Canadian immigrants remains a virtually unresearched area.° This paper 
attempts to fill this gap. 

* There are 10 factors in the current selection point-system. Their corresponding maximum points are as follows: 

Age --- 10; Education --- 16; Specific vocational preparation (SVP) --- 18; Intended occupation --- 10 (minimum 
of 1 point must be scored, the application will otherwise be automatically refused without further consideration); 
Arranged employment/designated occupation --- 10; Work experience --- 8; Language ability --- 15; Demographic 
--- 10 (this is currently set by the federal government at 8 points for all applicants); Personal suitability --- 10 
(refers to adaptability, motivation, initiative and resourcefulness; determined by the visa officer); and Relative in 
Canada --- bonus 5 (including a sibling, parent, grandparent, aunt, uncle, niece or nephew who is a permanent 
resident or Canadian citizen living in Canada). Applicants must score a minimum of 70 points to be successful. 
Detailed calculations of score for each factor are provided in Citizenship and Immigration Canada (1996). 

ohe American literature on immigration is even more enormous and covers an even wider range of issues. Recent 
examples include Card (1997); Borjas, Freeman and Kats (1996); Borjas and Hilton (1996); Borjas (1995a, 
1995b, 1994, 1993). A survey on immigration research in the 1980s is found in Borjas (1992). 

° A recent exception is Newfold (1996). 
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Another area to which this paper relates is the literature on geographic labour mobility. Much of 

the recent Canadian literature centres around the effects of labour market interventions by the 

government, in particular the employment insurance program, on the geographic labour mobility 

behaviour of the general population (e.g., Lin (1995), Osberg, Gordon and Lin (1994), Cahill 

(1993), Osberg and Gordon (1991)). The main findings are that after controlling for provincial 

(regional) economic conditions, and personal and job-related characteristics, labour market 

policy interventions generally have little effect on geographic labour mobility of Canadians. This 

paper extends the analysis to the immigrant population and compares their inter-provincial 
mobility to that of native-born Canadians. 

The main data source used in the paper is the 1988-1990 longitudinal person-file of the Labour 
Market Activity Survey (LMAS) of Statistics Canada. The next section provides a brief overview 

of immigrants in Canada. Data extracted from the Landed Immigrants Data System (LIDS) of 

Citizenship and Immigration Canada and the 1991 Census are used to compare the provincial 

distribution of newly arrived immigrants and the overall immigrant population to that of the total 

population. And the LMAS is used to examine differentials between the foreign-born and the 

native-born in demographic characteristics; participation in education, training and social 

security programs; and labour market outcomes. 

Section 3 compares immigrants’ inter-provincial mobility patterns to that of native-born 

Canadians, including inter-provincial mobility rates, inter-provincial migration flows, the 

departing and landing patterns of movers, reasons for their relocations to other provinces, and 

economic returns to mobility. Section 4 applies multi-variate regression analysis to investigate 

and compare the statistical determinants of inter-provincial migration between the foreign- and 

native-born. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper with a summary of main findings and a 

discussion on possible policy implications. 
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2. Immigrants in Canada: An Overview 

Canada is known as a “country of immigrants”. In 1991, there were 4.3 million immigrants in 

Canada, amounting to 16.1% of the total population. Between 1983 and 1996, nearly two and a 

half million people from all over the world have made Canada their country of permanent 

residence (Table 1). New immigrant arrivals have experienced a rapid growth in the late 1980s 

and early 1990s (Figure 1). The annual average level was around 90 thousand between 1983 and 

1986, doubled to 180 thousand between 1987 and 1990, continued to rise and peaked at over a 

quarter of a million in both 1992 and 1993, started to decline since 1994 to the 200 thousand 

mark in 1996. 

Figure 1 
New Immigrant Arrivals in Canada, 1983 - 1996 (thousands of persons) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 

Source: Landed Immigrants Data System (LIDS), Citizenship and Immigration Canada. 

2.1 Provincial Distribution of Immigrants 

Canada’s immigration policies are made in a national framework. Authority over the 

determination of immigration levels, development of immigrant selection criteria (e.g., the point 

system) and integration of immigrants into the Canadian society (e.g., language training, 

employment counselling) all rests with the federal government.’ However, province of initial 

settlements of newly arrived immigrants or province of residence of the total immigrant 
population is anything but a national phenomenon. Distribution of new immigrants by province 
of intended destination shows a strong pattern of geographic concentration. 

Since 1971, the federal government and Quebec have had numerous immigration agreements. Presently, Quebec 
enjoys authority over many aspects of its immigration operations such as its formal role in advising the federal 
ouhaies about the level of immigrants it wishes to receive, its own point system for immigrant selection under 

e independent category, its assumption of all integration services, see Young (1992) for further details. 
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Table 1 

New Immigrant Arrivals by Province of Intended Destination, 1983 - 1996 

NFLD PEI NS NB QUE ONT MAN SASK ALTA BC Yar t NW Total 

Persons 

1983 216m st 07 $33. 155414) 16,415 40,112 3,987 1,742 10,725 14,479 ay) 73 89,362 

1984 299,109, 4 1,035. 4.6018 314,695 41,6945 3,908> 2,161... 10,739 ....13,228 ae) 41 88,585 

1985 p28 114 976 614 14,946 40,889 3,432 1,928 9,068 12,319 val 36 84,718 

1986 Zioe 168" 1102 64 sae o oUt 49,999 3,784 1,875 9,739 12,634 67 50 99,937 

1987* Bl OU) to 5l leer tc ia 85,343 4,823 2,140 12,051 19,056 ip 80 153,334 

1988 410 153 1,304 683 25,948 89,359 © 5,045. 902,259 14,120) 23,282 76 (P> 162,687 

1989 470° “162° T4777 “Olly 0341327 105,220" “6,175, 42,168 "16,308" 25,442 100 100 192,860 

1990 SF UTS) 1568 850 *FA1392) 114.09) ~ GG9Te waz 386 19.0057” 25:5356 75 83° 77215,765 

199] 641 150 1,504 685 52,169 TIO ATA! BSI6599F 2 ASS OF T* SS22276 124 84 = 232,135 

1992 ADL: SASZ 4236420 T5548, 735 PONS8S746% 75,0935 ak2-530" 017,7394. (36/8052 ait 133 253,954 

1995 SO7s 6. 1652 3 OIS ha 70I 44955 134,373 4,874 2,403 18,578 45,723 171 104. = 255,872 

1994 566. 7/160.— 33468) 3.627, 1528;032:6 101 7,.837 9 4 128 o8 2253.0 217,989 od 9 093i 149 118) =:223,920 

1995 F622) e166 3:80 br647 512275105 wellISA56) 3,612.0 18955 and 4:60 7a 44.58957 109 89 212,459 

1996 538 149 3,175 700 26,306 109,601 3,983. 1,667 12,802 44,612 78 Thye203.682 

Total 7,029 2,093 26,856 9,623 421,865 1,301,261 65,194 29,898 200,580 402,374 1,337 1,134 2,469,270 

a There were 25 arrivals without province of intended destination in 1987, and 1 in 1995. 

Source: LIDS, Citizenship and Immigration Canada. 

Figure 2 
New Immigrants, Immigrant Population and Total Population by Province of Residence 

CO New immigrants 83-96 OiImmigrant pop 91 Bi Total pop 91 

MAN+SASK 

Source: LIDS, Citizenship and Immigration Canada; 1991 Census, Statistics Canada. 
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Of the two and a half million new immigrants that arrived in Canada between 1983 and 1996, 

nearly 53% chose to make their permanent homes in Ontario. Quebec, British Columbia and 

Alberta were the distant second, third and fourth most popular destinations, receiving 17%, 16% 

and 8% of the total new immigrants, respectively. Only 4% initially settled in Manitoba or 

Saskatchewan, and under 2% went to the four Atlantic provinces (Newfoundland, Prince Edward 

Island, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick). Of the 45 thousand who did choose Atlantic Canada as 

destinations, nearly 60% settled in Nova Scotia (Table 1 and Figure 2). 

Distribution of the total immigrant population by province of residence also exhibits a strong 

pattern of regional concentration. Of the 4.3 million immigrants living in Canada in 1991, nearly 

55% were residents of Ontario, which accounted for only 37% of Canada’s total population in 

that year. British Columbia was home to almost 17% of the immigrant population, although its 

population represented only 12% of Canada’s total population. Quebec housed under 14% of the 

immigrant population, much lower than its share of Canada’s total population (at 25.3%). Alberta 

was the only province whose share of the immigrant population (at 8.8%) was nearly equal to its 

share of Canada’s total populations (at 9.3%). Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Atlantic Canada 

accounted for over 16% of Canada’s total population in 1991, but only 6% of the total immigrant 

population (Figure 2). 

Therefore, whether one looks at the provincial distribution of newly arrived immigrants over the 

past 14 years or of the total immigrant population in a given year, a strong pattern of geographic 

concentration of immigrants emerges. Relative to their share of Canada’s total population, 

Ontario and British Columbia are over concentrated by immigrants; while Quebec, the prairie 

provinces and especially Atlantic Canada are all under populated by immigrants. 

2.2 Adult Immigrants in Canada: A Profile 

A. Data Source 

The data used for analysis from this point on are extracted from the 1988-1990 longitudinal 

person-file of the Labour Market Activity Survey (LMAS) of Statistics Canada.® The LMAS is 
an annual survey (from 1986 to 1990), administered to five of the six rotation groups interviewed 
in the monthly Labour Force Survey (LFS) of Statistics Canada. It is, hence, a stratified random 
sample of Canadian individuals. For each reference year, the LMAS covers all civilian, non- 
institutionalized persons, 16-69 years of age inclusive, who are residents of Canada’s 10 
provinces not living on Indian Reserves. Respondents are interviewed in January/February of 
each year concerning their labour market activities and experiences for the previous year.” 

The longitudinal file used for analysis in this paper is the composite of linked surveys for 1988, 
1989 and 1990. The file contains a wealth of information on demographic characteristics and 
labour market activities and experiences of 55,434 respondents for three consecutive years. 

8 All subsequent tables and graphs are produced from this file unless otherwise specified. 

9 . : . : For more details on the construction and information of LMAS see Statistics Canada, The Labour Market Activity 
Survey: Microdata User’s Guide. 
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Immigrants and native-born Canadians are identified through “country of birth”. In the 
unweighted sample, immigrant respondents account for 10.3%, the native-born 89.1%, and 0.6% 
respondents do not state their country of birth (Table 2). For comparison purposes, respondents 
without country of birth are dropped from the final sample of analysis. 

Table 2 

LMAS 1988-1990 Longitudinal Person File by Respondents’ Country of Birth 

Canada Outside Canada Not Stated Total 

Unweighted 49,387 S711 336 55,434 

(89.1%) (10.3%) (0.6%) (100.0%) 

Weighted 14,830,305 2,996,908 132,851 17,960,064 

(82.6%) (16.7%) (0.7%) (100.0%) 

Of Canada’s 18 million adult population (16-69 years of age) in 1988, 16.7% were immigrants (3 

million). The following highlights their demographic characteristics; participation in education, 

training and social security programs; and labour market activities and outcomes. 

B. Demographic Characteristics 

The immigrant population are older as a whole. In 1988, under 11% of adult immigrants were in 

their youth (16-24), compared to over 21% among their native-born counterparts. On the other 

hand, one out of four immigrants was over 54 years of age, in comparison to one in six among 

the non-immigrant population (Figure 3). 

Immigrants as a whole are better educated. While 35% of the foreign-born population did not 

graduate from high school, the corresponding proportion was 39% among its domestically-born 

counterpart. On the other hand, nearly one out of five immigrants had obtained at least a 

university degree, compared to one in eight among native-born Canadians. 

The majority of immigrants did not speak English nor French as their first language. Among 

Canada’s immigrant population in 1988, while 37% came from English- or French-speaking 

countries, the majority (57.7%) did not speak Canada’s either official language as their first 

language. 

Overall, immigrants are more likely to be married, and more likely to have dependent children 

and bigger households. In 1988, the proportion being married was three quarters among adult 

immigrants but only two-thirds among their native-born counterparts. Over 67% of immigrants 

were from households with more than two family members, compared to only 61% among 

native-born Canadians. And while 42.4% of immigrants had dependent children 0-15 years of 

age, the corresponding proportion was 39.4% among the native-bom population. 
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Figure 3 

Immigrants and Native-Born Canadians by Selected Demographic Characteristics, 1988 
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C. Participation in Education, T; raining and Social Security Programs 

Immigrants as a whole are less active in participating in education and training. In 1988, only 
7.7% of adult immigrants were involved in full-time education, whereas the proportion was 
nearly twice as high among the non-immigrant population (Figure 4). While only 0.6% of 
immigrants took part in the various training programs sponsored by the federal government (then 
Employment eae | Immigration Canada), the corresponding proportion was 0.9% among native- 
born Canadians.’° Immigrants were also less active than non-immigrants in participating in other 
training that lasted more than 25 hours (3.5% vs 5.9%). 

Figure 4 

Participation in Education, Training and Social Security Programs, 1988 
ee Se EY eS ee 
OImmigrants ONative-Borm Canadians Total | 

41% 
SA benefits 4.2% 

39% 
- 

11.9% 
UI benefits 12.6% 

-O70 

Ae 

: 2.3% 
Workers’ compensation 3% 

2.6% 
Je 

nN 9.8% 
Pension income 

11.8% 

20.2% 
Family allowance 

21.7% 

Other training 

6 

0% 
Use of CEC 13.7% 

os (3) 

2.4% 
Full-time student 13.4% 

. (9) 

Overall, a higher proportion of immigrants receive family allowance benefits and pension 

income, but their participation in both the UI and social assistance programs is lower than that 

of native-born Canadians. The participation differentials in social security programs between 

immigrants and non-immigrants depend upon whether the program is related to demographic 

characteristics or labour market performance. As noted earlier, immigrants are generally older 

and a higher proportion come from bigger households and have dependent children, it is natural 

10 This is hardly surprising given that the training is provided largely to EI recipients under the Developmental Use 

Program of the EI system and that, as seen later, a lower proportion of immigrants experienced unemployment and 

received EI benefits. But even among those who did receive EI benefits, the participation differential in training 

between immigrants and non-immigrants was substantially greater (1.3% vs 2.8%). 
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that a higher proportion of them receive family allowance benefits (21.7%:19.9%)'' and pension 

income (11.8%:9.4%), as these benefits are directly tied to the presence of dependent children or 

age. On the other hand, as seen later, immigrants as a whole fare better in the labour market and 

hence, a lower proportion of them receive UI benefits (8.6% vs 12.6%) and social assistance 

benefits (3.3% vs 4.2%). 

D. Immigrants in the Labour Market 

Generally, immigrants fare better in the labour market relative to non-immigrants. Among those 

16-64 years of age who were not full-time students in 1988, 11.3% of the foreign-born 

experienced unemployment, compared to 14.3% among the domestically-born (Table 3). And 

among those with paid employment, the proportion being employed full-time and covered by a 

job-related pension plan was 88.7% and 49.9% among immigrants but only 84.1% and 47.9% 

among non-immigrants. However, immigrant employees were less unionized than their native- 

born counterparts (39.2% vs 41.0%). 

Table 3 

Immigrants vs Native-Born Canadians: Selected Labour Market Outcomes, 1988 

Immigrants Native-Born Canadians Total 

% Did not work 19.5 yes WS 

% Unemployed I es 14.3 13.8 

% Full-time 88.7 84.1 84.9 

% Unionized 592 41.0 40.7 

% Pension covered 49.9 47.9 48.2 

Average annual weeks employed 47.96 47.04 47.19 

Average annual weeks unemployed Ot 2.60 2.48 

Average annual earnings ($) 25,676 23,462 23,828 
Average annual hours 1,865 1,762 1,779 

Average hourly wages ($) 13.01 12258 1265 

On average, immigrant paid employees earned over $2,200 more than their native-born 

counterparts did in 1988. This earnings differential is attributable to both immigrants’ higher 

average hourly wages and more average annual hours of work.” 

11 A =e : 
Under-reporting of receiving family allowance benefits seems substantial among both immigrants and non- 
immigrants. In 1988, the actual proportion receiving family allowance benefits should be the same as the 
proportion with dependent children since the program was universal (the cheque usually goes to the mother). Since 
1993, the program has been replaced by the child tax credit system which is means-tested based on household 
income. 

12 : gee For those with more than one job in the year (14.8% among immigrants and 20.2% among non-immigrants), 
annual earnings and hours are the sum across all jobs but hourly wages are job-specific and refer to the last (most 
current) job. In Table 3, % full-time, unionized and pension covered also refer to the last job. 
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3. Immigrant and Inter-Provincial Mobility: Some Patterns 

This section compares immigrants’ inter-provincial mobility patterns to that of native-born 
Canadians in 1989, including inter-provincial mobility rates, inter-provincial migration flows, the 
departing and landing patterns of movers, reasons for their relocations to other provinces, and 
economic returns to mobility. Inter-provincial mobility is established by comparing the province 
of residence across two consecutive survey periods. Dictated by the LMAS survey date, the 
observed mobility labelled here as in 1989 actually took place between January/February 1989 
and January/February 1990.!° 

3.1 Inter-Provincial Mobility Rates 

During 1989, some 120 thousand Canadians moved from one province to another, accounting for 
0.7% of the adult population. The overall inter-provincial mobility rate (ie., number of movers 

expressed as a percentage of the population) varies substantially across the provinces, being 
generally higher in economically less prosperous regions (Atlantic Canada and the Prairie 
provinces), and lower in economically more vigourous provinces (Ontario, British Columbia and 
Quebec’’). While 2.0% and 1.8% of residents of Prince Edward Island and Saskatchewan moved 

to other provinces during 1989, the out-of-province migration rates were only 0.4% and 0.5% in 
Quebec and Ontario, respectively (Figure 5). 

The immigrant population as a whole is less mobile inter-provincially than the domestically- 

born. The overall migration rate among immigrants is under 60% of that among non-immigrants 

(0.4% vs 0.7%). This is true in every province except Newfoundland and Quebec, where 

immigrants’ inter-provincial mobility rate was either higher than or equal to that of non- 

immigrants. 

Immigrants’ out-of-province migration rate also varies substantially across the provinces, but the 

home province’s relative economic conditions seem to play a less significant role in their 

migration relative to that of non-immigrants. Both the highest and lowest rates of immigrants’ 

migration are observed in Atlantic Canada. Indeed, as to be seen in section 3.4, a much lower 
fraction of immigrant inter-provincial movers relocate to other provinces for economic reasons. 

The next section will further investigate the determinants of immigrants’ inter-provincial labour 

mobility relative to that of the native-born population. 

'3 Actual mobility is somewhat under-estimated here because those who moved first and then moved back within the 

same survey period are not identified as movers as their province of residence remained unchanged across two 

survey periods. Intra-provincial mobility at the aggregate can also be established in the LMAS. Respondents who 

have moved since the last survey but whose province of residence has remained unchanged over that of the 

previous survey must have moved within the province. However, someone who has changed to another apartment 

down the street cannot be effectively distinguished from someone who has left the community and settled in a 

different locality, as sub-provincial information is not available in this version of the LMAS file. Thus, intra- 

provincial mobility is not a subject of this study despite its great importance and implications. 

147 anguage barriers may also contribute to Quebec’s lower out-migration rate. In fact, as seen later, flows of 

migration into and out of Quebec are both substantially lower than other provinces. 
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Figure 5 

Out-of-Province Migration Rates, 1989 

OImmigrants ONative-Born Canadians @ Total 

0.7% 
0.7% 

3.2 Inter-Provincial Migration Flows 

Migration flows into and out of each province in 1989 are reported in Table 4. Newfoundland 

and Prince Edward Island did not receive any immigrant in-migrants. Although there were some 

in-flows of Canada-born migrants, many more moved to other provinces, and both provinces 

experienced net adult population loss of nearly 0.9%. Nova Scotia did not receive any immigrant 
in-migrants either. However, with native-born Canadian in-migrants far out-numbering 

emigrants, Nova Scotia’s adult population gained by 1.3%. No immigrants moved out of New 

Brunswick. But far more native-born Canadians emigrated than in-migrated, and New 

Brunswick’s adult population also suffered a loss of 0.8%. 

Migration flows into and out of Quebec are both substantially lower than most other provinces. 

Language barriers may be the main contributing factor underlying this lower level of migration 

flows. Some immigrants moved in while a slightly higher number moved out. A fraction of 
native-born Canadians moved in but a slightly higher fraction moved out. Overall, emigration 

nearly matched in-migration and Quebec’s adult population remained relatively unchanged in 

1989 (a loss under 0.1%). The gross migration flows into and out of Ontario are also 
substantially lower than most other provinces. Despite receiving some immigrant and native-born 
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migrants, the overall emigration out-numbered in-migration three to two. Consequently, Ontario 

suffered an adult population loss of nearly 0.2% in 1989. 

In contrast, migration flows into and out of western Canada are significantly higher. Both 

Manitoba and Saskatchewan received high levels of immigrant and native-born in-migration in 

1989. But, emigration to other provinces was even higher and both provinces experienced adult 

population loss by over 0.8% and 1.2%, respectively. In-migrants from both the foreign- and 

domestically-born population out-numbered emigrants, and Alberta’s adult population gained by 

nearly 0.8%. Losing some immigrants but gaining more native-born migrants, British Columbia 

also ended up a winner, adding nearly 0.3% to its adult population. 

In short, ranking from big to small (relative to the base adult population), the losers of inter- 

provincial labour mobility in 1989 are Saskatchewan, Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, 

Manitoba, New Brunswick, Ontario and Quebec.’® The winners are Nova Scotia, Alberta and 

British Columbia."’ 

3.3 Departing and Landing Patterns 

The landing patterns of inter-provincial labour mobility are reported in Table 5. Destinations for 

immigrant out-of-province migrants are highly concentrated. Ontario absorbed all immigrant 

movers out of Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia and Quebec, and 80% out of Saskatchewan. 

Three-quarters of immigrant emigrants out of Ontario settled in Alberta and British Columbia. 

All immigrants moving out of Manitoba stayed in the three western provinces. Half of Alberta’s 

immigrant movers settled in New Brunswick and Quebec, and the other half moved to Manitoba 

and British Columbia. And 90% of immigrant migrants out of British Columbia settled in 

Saskatchewan and Alberta. 

In contrast, destinations for native-born inter-provincial movers are more spread out across the 

country. Nova Scotia was the main destination for native-born migrants out of Prince Edward 

Island and New Brunswick. Quebec received over 40% of native-born emigrants out of Ontario. 

Ontario absorbed over half of native-born movers out of Newfoundland and Nova Scotia. Alberta 

was the main destination for native-born migrants out of Manitoba, Saskatchewan and British 
Columbia. And over half of native-born migrants out of Alberta settled in neighbouring British 
Columbia. 

15 Sas 2 “ ; : 5 = This is contrary to long-standing historical trends of population movements in Canada. Ontario has long been the 
destination province, absorbing movers from the rest of the country. 

16 Ste j These numbers may not sound very large, but this loss happened in just one year and it can accumulate quickly. 
For example, Saskatchewan would be expected to lose 6% of its adult population if this trend was to continue for 
just 5 years. 

7 We are only dealing with the movement of the country’s stock of adult population here and immigration is not 
considered. Adding arrivals of new immigrants from other countries will definitely alter the picture of population 
gainers and losers. Ontario, Quebec and British Columbia have traditionally been destinations absorbing the 
majority of new immigrants into Canada. Considering the arrivals of new immigrants, Quebec’s and Ontario’s 
population loss due to labour mobility will certainly be more than offset and British Columbia’s population gain 
will be substantially higher. 

Analytical Studies Branch — Research Paper Series -14- Statistics Canada No. 11F0019MPE No. 114 



Table 5 

Departing and Landing of Inter-Provincial Migrants, 1989 

A: Foreign-Born Migrants 
reer cal 

Origin Destination 
NFLD PEI NS NB QUE ONT MAN SASK ALTA BC N/A 

% 

NFLD 100.0 

PEI 100.0 

NS 100.0 

NB 

QUE 100.0 
ONT 11.4 5357 21.9 13.0 
MAN 53.3 15.8 30.9 
SASK 79.8 Zon 

ALTA 24.6 223 132 39.9 

BE ore 63.5 ies 

B: Native-Born Migrants 

Origin Destination 

NFLD PEI NS NB QUE ONT MAN SASK ALTA BC N/A 

% 

NFLD 6.5 Bo 4.0 51.0 16.8 12.6 5.4 

PEI tM 59.5 1323 19.7 

NS 1.4 15.6 9.1 1057 50.8 ly e4 5.4 4.4 iS 

NB 1.9 1.0 44.0 23:1 eZ 3.6 1e2 2.9 5:0 

QUE 0.3 20.8 0.9 23.9 16.1 20.2 Wey 

ONT 174 1.9 43.3 4.0 9.6 9.4 14.8 

MAN har 4.6 23.6 11.8 28.1 23.4 6.7 

SASK 1.6 1.0 8.1 10.3 10.4 45.6 pipes | 0.9 

ALTA 0.2 jet 50 6.2 19.9 ey, 12.3 54.8 0.8 

BC 10.6 13.4 1.6 1.5 68.7 4.2 

C: All Migrants 

Origin Destination 

NFLD PEI NS NB QUE ONT MAN SASK _ ALTA BC N/A 

% 

NFLD 6.4 3.6 3.9 50.1 16.4 1234 7.1 

PEI 11e2 54.1 13.0 21.6 

NS 1.4 15.4 8.9 10.5 = IS) el 5:3 4.3 | IE 

NB 1.9 1.0 44.0 2371 17 3.6 1.2 2.9 5:0 

QUE 0.3 18.9 0.8 30.9 14.7 18.4 16.1 

ONT 14.1 1.6 31-8 Gye 172 11.6 14.5 

MAN 1.6 4.2 94 ee) 155 IY) 24.0 6.2 

SASK (iss 1.0 ES) || paes) 10.0 44.2 22k 0.9 

ALTA 0.2 1.0 55 8.1 17.6 3.0 10.8 Sal 0.7 

BC 8.6 10.9 1.3 5.9 67.7 S25 
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Overall, landing patterns of inter-provincial labour mobility show a strong regional 

concentration.'® The main destinations for emigrants out of the Atlantic provinces are generally 

Ontario and Nova Scotia. The majority of migrants moving out of Newfoundland settled in 

Ontario (over half), Alberta and British Columbia (29%). Migrants leaving Prince Edward Island 

either stayed in other Atlantic provinces (78%,—mainly Nova Scotia - 54%) or settled in Ontario 

(22%). Although destinations for those moving out of Nova Scotia spread out all over the 

country, most of them either stayed in Atlantic Canada (26%) or settled in Ontario (52%). The 

main destinations for migrants out of New Brunswick were Nova Scotia (44%), Quebec (23%) 

and Ontario (17%). 

The majority of emigrants out of Quebec settled in Nova Scotia (19%), Ontario (31%), Alberta 

and British Columbia (33%). Destinations for migrants leaving Ontario were mainly Nova Scotia 

(14%), Quebec (38%), Alberta and British Columbia (29%). 

The majority of migrants leaving western Canada either stay in other western provinces or settle 

in Ontario. The main destinations for those leaving Manitoba were Ontario (22%), Saskatchewan 

(16%), Alberta (27%) and British Columbia (24%). The majority of those out of Saskatchewan 

settled in Ontario (13%), Manitoba (10%), Alberta (42%) and British Columbia (22%). Although 

destinations for movers out of Alberta spread out across the country, over half of them made their 

new homes in British Columbia. Two-thirds of those leaving British Columbia settled in 

neighbouring Alberta, another 11% moved to Ontario and 9% to Nova Scotia. 

In summary, destinations for immigrant out-of-province migrants are highly concentrated. 

Alberta was the most popular destination, receiving over one-third of all the immigrant migrants. 

Ontario and British Columbia tied for the distant second place, each absorbing 17% of them. 

None of them moved to Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island or Nova Scotia. In contrast, 

destinations for native-born movers were more evenly spread out across the country. The most 

favourite provinces for native-born migrants to make their new homes were Alberta (21%), 

British Columbia and Ontario (17% each), Quebec (14%) and Nova Scotia (13%). As 8 in 9 out- 

of-province movers are native-born, the most popular destinations for all emigrants very closely 

resemble that of native-born migrants: Alberta (23%), British Columbia and Ontario (17% each), 

Quebec (14%) and Nova Scotia (11%). 

3.4 Reason for Relocations 

Reasons for out-of-province migration are shown in Figure 6. Clearly, there are striking 
differences in the reasons behind immigrants and native-born Canadians for their relocations to 
other provinces. While a significant fraction of both adult immigrants and native-born Canadians 
reported moving to other provinces for family-related considerations (because _ their 
spouses/parents moved or moved to live with/closer to their family members/friends, 27.8% vs 
25.3%), and a significant fraction did not cite any specific reason for their moving (other and not 
stated, 36.5% vs 31.1%), the main differences lie in economic reasons and moving to go to 

18 : : 3 ; A significant fraction of emigrants out of Quebec and Ontario reported no province of destination (16.1% and 
14.5%, respectively). Missing destinations for emigrants out of other provinces are far less significant, ranging 
from 0.7% in Alberta to 7.1% in Newfoundland. 
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school or moving after retirement. Economic considerations motivated nearly 38% of native-born 
migrants (8.4% were transferred by their employers, 22.1% moved to accept job offers and 7.1% 
move to look for work). In contrast, under 19% of immigrants reported moving to other 
provinces for economic reasons (2.3% were transferred by their employers, 7.6% moved to 
accept job offers and 8.9% move to look for work). On the other hand, nearly 20% of immigrants 
relocated to other provinces to go to school (5.5%) or after retirement (13.5%), compared to 
under 4% of native-born out-of-province migrants (2.7% moved to go to school and 0.8% moved 
after retirement). 

Figure 6 

Reasons for Inter-Provincial Labour Mobility in Canada, 1989 

OImmigrants ONative-Born Canadians M# Total | 

13.4% 
-070 

Other 

Retired 

To live with family/friend 

3.0% 

5.5% 
_ 

| 15.7% 
Spouse/parent moved J 

16.9% 
+ 

7.3% 
To look for work 

8.9% 
aE 

20.5% 
To accept work 22.1% 

Transferred by employers es : 
-I70 

3.5 Economic Returns to Mobility 

9919 
Table 6 reports the “difference-in-difference” ~ estimates of average economic returns to inter- 

provincial labour mobility for those 16-64 years of age in 1988, who were not full-time students 

'? In general, this method estimates returns to any program (event) by calculating participants’ outcome measure 

changes from pre- to post-participation net of non-participants. Let R = returns, Y = outcome measure, subscripts p 

and n denote participants and non-participants, and subscripts a and b denote post- and pre-participation, returns to 

the program are expressed as: 

R= (Ypa Y pb )- (Yna- Ynb)- 

This estimator requires data on at least one pre-participation point. The more data on pre-participation points, the 

closer will the estimate get to the true returns. See Moffitt (1991) for more detailed description and discussion, 

including problem formulation, methodology application and data requirements. 
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and with some paid-employment in both pre- and post-move years.”” Out-of-province migration 

pays off very handsomely for both immigrant and native-born movers. On average, immigrant 

movers’ nominal annual earnings from paid-employment increased by nearly $7,000 (33%). Due 

to wage inflation and real improvements in the labour market, immigrant non-movers’ earnings 

also rose, but only by $1,100 (4%). This higher increase in immigrant movers’ earnings resulted 

in a net earnings return to inter-provincial labour mobility of over $5,700, which amounted to 

28% of immigrant movers’ pre-move earnings. 

Earnings return to inter-provincial labour mobility for native-born movers is also substantial but 

much smaller in magnitude. Annual earnings rose by over $4,500 (19%) among movers but 

under $2,000 (8%) among non-movers, leading to a net earnings return to inter-provincial labour 

mobility of over $2,600, which was 11% of native-born movers’ pre-move earnings. 

Decomposition of annual earnings”’ shows that among immigrant movers, the relative earnings 

gain to mobility is the result of both wage increase and more hours of work. Hourly wages rose 

by $2.78 (31%) among immigrant movers but only $1.44 (11%) among their non-moving 

counterparts, leading to a net wages return to mobility of $1.34 or 15% of immigrant movers’ 
pre-mobility wages. Meanwhile, immigrant movers gained 22 hours a year while stayers lost 86 

hours, giving rise to a net annual hours return to mobility of 108 hours or nearly 5% of immigrant 

movers’ pre-mobility level. . 

In contrast, the substantial earnings return to mobility among native-born migrants is solely due 

to more hours of work. Hourly wages declined marginally (by $0.08) among native-born movers 

but increased by $1.39 (11%) among stayers, leading to a net negative wages return to mobility 
of $1.47 or 11% of native-born movers’ pre-mobility wages. However, domestically-born 

migrants gained 125 hours a year while their non-moving counterparts lost 42 hours, resulting in 

a net annual hours return to mobility of 167 hours (over 9% of native-born movers’ pre-mobility 
level). 

* Since mobility took place in 1989, 1988 is used as the pre-move year and 1990 as the post-move year. 

21 . ‘ ; ; Earnings change is equal to three components: 1) wages change times hours before mobility; ii) hours change times 
wages before mobility; and iii) wages change times hours change. Let Y = annual earnings, W = hourly wages, H = 
annual hours of work, and subscripts a and b denote after and before mobility, annual earnings change is 
algebraically expressed as: 

aes = Yp = (Watts . W»Hy) os (W, z W)) He + (H, - Hy) Wp a (W, - W»)(H, 3 Hp). 
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Table 6 

Average Economic Returns to Inter-Provincial Labour Mobilit an S9 

| Immigrants_[_Native-Born Canadians 
Non-Movers Movers Non-Movers Movers 

All 

Non-Movers Movers 

Annual Earnings 
After 28,354 27,467 26,830 28,361 27,083 28,245 
Before 21245 20,592 24,903 23,796 25,293 23,381 

Change: $* 1,109 6,875 1,927 4,565 1,790 4,864 
J” 4.07 33.39 7.74 19.18 7.08 20.80 

Return: $° 5,766 2,638 3,074 
Io! 28.00 11.09 13:15 

Hourly Wages*® 
After 14.44 13.19 
Before 13.04 12.91 
Change: $* 1.40 0.28 

%" 10.74 deg 6 
Return: $° -1.12 

Jo! -8.68 

Annual Hours 

After 1,786 1,934 1,797 1,987 

Before 1,828 1,809 1,846 1,876 

Change: Hours* -42 125 -49 Lat 

J” -2.30 6.91 -2.65 5.92 
Return: Hours*° 167 

78 

Level change = post-move level - pre-move level; 

% change = 100*(level change / pre-move level); 

Level return = movers’ level change - non-movers’ level change; 

% return = 100*(level return / movers’ pre-move level); and 

Refer to the last (most current) job of the year for multiple-job holders. 

9.23 

a 

b 
c 

d 
€ 

4. Immigrant and Inter-Provincial Mobility: Determinants 

So far, comparisons between immigrants and native-born Canadians are limited to univariate 

analysis, without taking into account of possible effects on mobility decisions of labour market 

outcomes/conditions, personal and job-related characteristics, and policy interventions, which 

might be different among immigrants than among native-born Canadians. To control for these 

possible differences, we now turn to multi-variate regression analysis, beginning with some 

theoretical considerations of geographic labour mobility. 

4.1 A Theoretical Framework of Inter-Provincial Labour Mobility 

Suppose the objective of all rational individuals is to maximize utility subject to a set of budget 

constraints: i) total consumption (PC) does not exceed employment earnings (WH) plus non- 

labour income (Y); and ii) hours of work (H) plus leisure time (L) do not exceed total time 
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available (T). Let Vj be a set of labour market conditions/outcomes from which individual i 

derives his/her utility, given a certain vector of personal characteristics, X;. The objective of all 

rational individuals can thus be expressed as: 

(1) max U =u (V;X) 

s.t. PC < WH +Y; and 

H+Laoc& 

The standard way to analyze the decision of inter-provincial labour mobility would be to imagine 

that each individual continuously compares the level of utility he/she would receive for staying in 

the home province to the level of utility he/she would receive for moving to another province. 

Let subscript m denote moving to another province and s staying in the home province, 

individual i’s level of utility for moving or staying is written as: 

(2) Uim = Uim (Vim3Xi); Or 

Uis = Uis (Vis;Xi). 

The assumption of utility maximization requires that individual i will move if the level of utility 

received from moving is higher than from staying, and vice versa. Define Mj = 1 if individual 1 

moves to another province and Mj = 0 if individual i stays in the home province. Assume further 

that utility is a positive function of labour market conditions/outcomes.™” Given a set of personal 

characteristics (Xi), individual i’s decision to move out-of-province or to stay in the home 

province is expressed as: 

(3) MS 1Mb Ve = Vie OF Vigo Ve = OU. aud 

M; = 0 if Vin < Vises or Vim - Vis =U; 

Therefore, a general model of inter-provincial labour mobility is given as: 

(4) Mj =7 (AV;; XD; where AV; = Vin- Vis. 

4.2 Data and Variable Specification 

The data used for empirical estimation are extracted from the 1988-1990 longitudinal person-file 

of the LMAS of Statistics Canada, as noted earlier (2.2A). The dependent variable is constructed 

through province of residence, taking the value of 1 if an individual’s province of residence 
differs between two survey dates and the value of 0 otherwise. 

The level of utility an individual receives from staying in the home province or moving to 
another province depends upon the potential earnings he/she can expect to receive in the home 
province or somewhere else. We calculate the weighted average across all other provinces as an 
instrument for the potential earnings an individual can expect to receive if he/she moves to 
another province. Thus, the difference between expected earnings elsewhere and the actual 
earnings enters the model as an explanatory variable. A higher value of the difference, implying 
higher earnings potentials elsewhere or lower earnings potentials in the home province, 
represents economic incentives for individuals to move to other provinces. 

* No specific functional form of utility needs to be assumed here. As long as U is a positive function of V, we have 
U,> U, if V> > Vi. 
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Further, the potential earnings also depend upon whether an individual can find employment in 
the home province if he/she Stays or elsewhere if he/she moves. In the LMAS, those respondents 
who experience joblessness or interruptions in employment are asked about a series of factors 
which they believe to have caused difficulty when looking for work. One of these factors is “a 
shortage of jobs in the area”. The relative frequency of this response can be viewed as an index of 
job unavailability. We calculate the index as the number of individuals who report this job 
finding difficulty in each province expressed as a percentage of all interviewees in the same 
province, and define the weighted average across all other provinces as an instrument for the 
index of job unavailability an individual can expect to face if he/she moves to another province. 
Hence, the difference between the expected job unavailability (NJA) index in other provinces 
and the actual job unavailability index in the home province is included as another explanatory 

variable, serving as an index of the relative provincial labour market tightness.” A higher value 

of the difference, interpreted as harder to find employment elsewhere or easier to find work at 

home, represents economic disincentives to inter-provincial labour mobility. 

_ The level of utility an individual expects to receive from moving to another province or staying 

in the home province also depends upon a set of personal and demographic characteristics. 

Education credentials generally indicate transferable human capital. Higher education represents 

possibly “more horizons”. Therefore, a set of education dummy variables are included to control 

for education attainments. 

Unlike commodities, people can not be packed and shipped. A model of geographic labour 

mobility must also consider the financial and sociological costs associated with moving. As age 

increases, one gets more settled into the local community, establishing stronger family ties and 

social networks. Moving to somewhere else, especially to another province, means loss of these 

ties and contacts and starting the settlement process all over again. It is thus expected that out-of- 

province migration declines with age. In Canada, Francophones can be expected to feel particular 

strong attachment to Quebec, and may move in if living elsewhere or resist to move out if living 

in Quebec. Dummy variables on age and first language thus enter the model as additional 

explanatory variables. 

Inter-provincial migration also involves financial costs. Typically, these costs include the moving 
of family members, sale of non-movable assets (e.g., house) if any, and relocation and settlement 

expenses. In the LMAS, marital status and family size are available but home-ownership is not 

indicated. Family size is included in the model as proxy for financial costs because marital status 

does not exactly reflect the number of family members who will accompany the principal mover. 

It is expected that mobility declines with family size. 

23 Tn other empirical work, local unemployment rates have been used as a proxy for relative labour market tightness 

but their influence is not consistent (e.g., see Shaw (1985)). Local unemployment rates can vary with variations in 

either the incidence or the duration of unemployment, or variations in labour force participation withdrawal --- all 

of which imply that local unemployment rates may not be a very good proxy for the relatively difficulty of finding 

employment individuals will face when they are making a decision whether to stay or to move. 
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For those individuals who have worked for a period of time, moving also means loss of job- 

related benefit entitlements. Movers must surrender the protection which seniority and union 

membership offer against the risk of layoff and very likely have to partially sacrifice job-related 

pension entitlements if any.’ Therefore, job tenure, union membership and private job-related 

pension plan coverage are included in the model as additional explanatory variables. It is 

expected that out-of-province migration decreases with these variables. 

Finally, various labour market intervention programs by governments are believed to also have 

impacts on inter-provincial labour mobility. These include employment insurance (formerly 

unemployment insurance), social assistance and various training programs sponsored and 

administered by Human Resources Development Canada (formerly Employment and 

Immigration Canada). Hence, dummy variables indicating participation in these programs are 

also included in the model as additional explanatory variables. 

Therefore, for the purpose of empirical estimation, the general model of inter-provincial labour 

mobility in (4) is more explicitly expressed with explanatory variables as: 

(5) M; = f (AEarnings;, ANJA;; Education;, Age;, French;, Famsiz;; Tenure;, Pension;, Union;; 

BIB;, SAB;, Training;). 

4.3 Estimation and Results”® 

Since the dependent variable is dichotomous, we are modelling the determinants of the 

probability of out-of-province migration. Given that mobility is a low probability event, both 

Logit and Probit are used in the empirical estimation. 

If one is interested in the overall probability of moving out of province among immigrants as a 

whole relative to native-born Canadians, it is sufficient to estimate Model (5) under the pooled 

sample of both immigrants and native-born Canadians with a dummy variable indicating if 

immigrant status. The results suggest that the overall probability of out-of-province migration 

among immigrants as a whole is not statistically different from that among domestically-born 

Canadians, after controlling for labour market outcomes/conditions, personal and job-related 

characteristics, and policy interventions. The dummy variable signifying immigrant status is 

negative but not significantly different from zero (see Columns 1 and 2 in Table 7). 

* Most private job-related pension plans are not transferable, and the loss because of moving is due to lower 
pensionable earnings base. Consider the following simplified example: two workers with same years of service 
(35) and identical salary ($40,000 after 25 years of service and $50,000 at retirement). Worker A works for the 
same employer continuously whereas Worker B moves to a different employer after 25 years of service. Under the 
same benefit rate (e.g., 2% of highest salary per year of service), annual pension benefits are $35,000 for Worker 
A (= 2%*35*50,000) but only $30,000 for Worker B [= 2%*(25*40,000 + 10*50,000)]. The loss of pension 
entitlement associated with moving appears to be substantial. 

_ Osberg and Gordon (1991) also include the provincial per capita natural resource rents and transfer payments as 
additional explanatory variables. These variables are however statistically insignificant in most cases. 

. Results reported here are estimated from the final empirical sample of those i) 16-69 years of age in 1988; ii) with 
valid country of birth; and iii) with positive paid-employment earnings in 1988. Nearly identical results are 
obtained from the sample of those 16-64 years of age and further excluding full-time students in 1988. 
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However, this technique allows only the intercept to vary but imposes the same structure of 
determinants (i.e., same coefficients of explanatory variables) across both sub-samples. In other 
words, this technique does not allow the possibility that an explanatory variable may have 
different effects among the two different sub-populations. Since our objective is to investigate 
and compare the statistical determinants of immigrants’ out-of-province labour mobility relative 

to that of native-born Canadians, we must allow the possible effects of explanatory variables 

among immigrants to differ from that among native-born Canadians. This is achieved by re- 

estimating Model (5) with all the explanatory variables fully interacted with immigrants. 

The results indeed confirm the above observation that the structure of determinants of out-of- 

province migration decisions among immigrants is not statistically different from that of native- 

born Canadians: 1) the log-likelihood ratio test (Column 3 vs 4 or 5 vs 6 in Table 7) can not reject 

the null hypothesis that there is no behavioural differences among the two populations; and ii) 

none of the interaction terms is significantly different from zero (Columns 4 and 6 in Table 7). 

Therefore, the lower mobility rates among immigrants noted earlier are due to compositional 

differences between the two sub-populations. For example, immigrants are older and have bigger 

households (see Figure 3 and Appendix), two characteristics that are commonly found to be 

negatively associated with geographic mobility. 

Results on other explanatory variables are all sensible and as expected, except private pension 

plan coverage. More specifically, other things being equal, the probability of out-of-province 

migration is higher if earnings potentials elsewhere are relatively higher, lower if it is relatively 

harder to find employment elsewhere, higher among better educated workers, lower among 

French-speaking Canadians of whom the majority reside in Quebec, lower among union 

members, and decreases with job tenure. None of the proxies for government’s labour market 

interventions are statistically significantly associated with Canadians’ inter-provincial mobility 

decisions. 
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Table 7 

Logit and Probit Regression Results on Inter-Provincial Labour Mobility 

(Asymptotic t-ratio given in parenthesis) 

With Immig Dummy 

Constant 

Immig 

AEarnings 

AEarnings*Immig 

ANJA 

ANJA*Immig 

Possec 

Possec*Immig 

Univ 

Univ*Immig 

Age2554 

Age2554*Immig 

Age5569 

Age5569*Immig 

French 

French*Immig 

Famsiz2 

Famsiz2*Immig 

Famsiz3 

Famsiz3*Immig 

Logit 

(1) 

-3.82240 

(-19.58) 

-0.23676 

(-1.13) 

0.00002 

(1.86) 

-0.06151 
(-4.64) 

0.53836 

(4.52) 

1.05670 

(6.77) 

-0.69703 

(-5.59) 

-1.05910 
(-3.51) 

-0.61457 

(-3.66) 

-0.20612 
(elie) 

-0.42412 
(-2.35) 

Probit 

(2) 
-2.01850 

(-26.16) 

-0.08205 

(-1.05) 

0.00001 

(1.84) 

-0.02431 

(-4.62) 

0.19926 

(4.33) 

0.39412 

(6.45) 

-0.27567 
(-5.65) 

-0.38743 

(-3.59) 

-0.22998 
(-3.74) 

-0.08004 
(-1.14) 

-0.17168 
(-2.40) 

No/Full Immig Interaction 

Logit 

(3) 
-3.83340 

(-19.66) 

0.00002 

(1.86) 

-0.06355 
(-4.82) 

0.53378 

(4.48) 

1.04150 

(6.70) 

-0.70638 

(-5.68) 

-1.08770 
(-3.62) 

-0.59631 

(-3.56) 

-0.20649 
Cri) 

-0.42943 

(-2.38) 

Logit 

(4) 
-3.82350 

(-18.95) 

0.04691 

(0.06) 

0.00001 

(1.65) 

0.00001 

(0.44) 

-0.05978 

(-4.39) 

-0.01909 

(-0.30) 

0.56288 

(4.56) 

-0.46888 

(-0.95) 

1.11450 

(6.84) 

-0.69701 

(-1.23) 

-0.65014 

(-5.06) 

-0.63773 

(-1.19) 

-1.30480 

(-3.49) 

0.28037 

(0.36) 

-0.59836 

(-3.54) 

-24.81200 

(-0.00) 

-0.30109 

(-1.63) 

1.01470 

(1.48) 

-0.39864 

(-2.14) 

-0.40619 

(-0.48) 

No/Full Immig Interaction 

Probit 

(5) 
-2.02260 

(-26.25) 

0.00001 
(1.84) 

-0.02506 

(-4.80) 

0.19797 

(4.31) 

0.38922 

(6.39) 

-0.27844 

(-5.72) 

-0.39874 

(-3.70) 

-0.22321 

(-3.64) 

-0.08099 
(-1.15) 

-0.17343 
(-2.42) 

Probit 

(6) 
-2.01900 

(-25.29) 

0.06123 

(0.19) 

0.00001 

(1.69) 

0.00000 

(0.32) 

-0.02383 

(-4.39) 

-0.00542 

(-0.22) 

0.21095 

(4.42) 

-0.16534 

(-0.88) 

0.42419 

(6.59) 

-0.29242 

(-1.35) 

-0.25514 

(-5.06) 

-0.26221 

(-1.25) 

-0.48322 

(-3.71) 

0.06834 

(0.22) 

-0.22434 

(-3.62) 

-4.71690 

(-0.00) 

-0.12142 

(-1.65) 

0.40041 

Char) 

-0.16382 

(-2.21) 

-0.16800 

a (continued) 
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Table 7 (concluded) 

Logit and Probit Regression Results on Inter-Provincial Labour Mobility 
(As totic t-ratio given in parenthesis) 

With Immig Dummy No/Full Immig Interaction No/Full Immig Interaction 

Logit Probit Logit Logit Probit Probit 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Famsiz4 -0.54896 -0.21216 -0.55565 -0.53786 -0.21469 -0.21085 

(-3.36) (-3.27) (-3.41) (-3.19) (-3.31) (-3.13) 

Famsiz4*Immig -0.16923 -0.06815 
(-0.24) (-0.25) 

Tenure -0.00130 -0.00046 -0.00130 -0.00148 -0.00046 -0.00053 

(-4.80) (-4.79) (-4.79) (-4.91) (-4.79) (-5.01) 

Tenure*Immig 0.00127 0.00044 
(1.69) (1.58) 

Pension 0.28967 0.11784 0.28841 0.30535 0.11762 0.12450 

(2.04) (2315) (2.03) (2.07) (2.15) (2.18) 

Pension*Immig -0.09691 -0.04380 

(-0.18) (-0.21) 

Union -0.38028 -0.14483 -0.37734 -0.37947 -0.14402 -0.14576 

(-2.78) (-2.83) (-2.76) (-2.68) (-2.81) (-2.73) 

Union*Immig -0.09293 -0.01296 

(-0.17) (-0.06) 

EIB -0.21317 -0.08164 -0.21098 -0.17496 -0.08055 -0.06876 

(-1.50) (-1.50) (-1.49) (-1.21) (-1.48) (-1.24) 

EIB*Immig -1.22450 -0.47522 

(-1.17) (-1.29) 

SAB 0.13625 0.05998 0.13299 0.13127 0.05921 0.05865 

(0.45) (0.50) (0.44) (0.41) (0.50) (0.47) 

SAB*Immig -0.01366 0.02137 

(-0.01) (0.04) 

Training 0.05389 0.01904 0.05051 -0.04511 0.01736 -0.01308 

(0.14) (0.12) (0.13) (-0.11) (0.11) (-0.08) 

Training*Immig 0.66074 0.24270 

(0.53) (0.43) 

N 36,365 

n (Dep. Var = 1) oi 

LL function -1,953.9 -1,955.3 -1,954.6 -1,942.8 -1,955.8 -1943.1 

LL ratio test 23.6 25.4 
sr ree re eee een 
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5. Summary, Policy Implication and Conclusion 

Canada is a large country, composed of economically diverse and culturally distinct geographic 

regions. The uneven economic performance across regions constantly generates a continual 

necessity for adjustments in the labour market. By redistributing workers from areas of low 

demand to those of high demand, geographic labour mobility serves as an important mechanism 

for such adjustments, for individual workers as well as for the society as a whole. This paper 

empirically adds to the literature by extending the analysis of inter-provincial labour mobility to 

immigrants, in comparison with the native-born population. The following summarizes the main 

findings. 

Foreign-born Canadians differ from their native-born counterparts in may ways. There are 

substantial differences in geographic distributions. Immigrants are geographically concentrated in 

a few provinces. In 1991, for example, Ontario housed under 37% of Canada’s total population 

but nearly 55% of all foreign-borns in Canada. Furthermore, immigrants are substantially 

concentrated in a few big cities. In 1991, the five largest Census Metropolitan Areas (Toronto, 

Vancouver, Montreal, Ottawa/Hull and Edmonton) were homes to nearly three-quarters of 

immigrants who arrived in Canada between 1981 and 1991 but only one-third of non-immigrants 

(HRDC (1996)). 

There are also substantial differentials in demographic characteristics, and participation in 

education, training and social security programs. As a whole, the adult foreign-born population is 

older, better educated, more likely to be married, and more likely to have dependent children and 

bigger households. This general picture did not change much between 1988 and 1991. Using the 

1991 Census data, Badets and Chui (1994) find that the median age for immigrants was 44.5 

years, compared with 31.0 years for the native-born. They also find that a higher proportion of 

immigrants had university degrees (14% vs 11% among the native-born) and were married (66% 
vs 52% among the native-born).”’ 

Overall, the adult immigrant population is less active in participating in full-time education and 

training. The participation differentials in social security programs between immigrants and non- 

immigrants depend upon whether the program is related to demographic characteristics or labour 
market performance. A higher proportion of immigrants receive benefits that are directly tied to 
the presence of dependent children or age such as family allowance benefits and pension income. 
On the other hand, a lower proportion of immigrants receive benefits that are related to labour 
market performance such as employment insurance benefits and social assistance benefits. 

Foreign-born Canadians also differ from their native-born counterparts in labour market 
experiences. As a whole, immigrants fare relatively better in the labour market: A lower 
proportion experience unemployment; a higher proportion are employed full-time and covered by 
job-related pension plans. And on average, immigrant employees work more hours at higher 
wages, resulting in higher annual earnings. 

*7 Note that the LMAS covers persons 16 to 69 years of age whereas Badets and Chui use the population aged 15 and 
over in their analysis. : 
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In terms of inter- provincial migration patterns, foreign- noosa Pp oreign-born Canadians differ a great deal from 
y-bor counterparts. As a whole immigrants are relativel ile 1 nha ted ; , y less mobile inter- 

provincially. This is true both nationally and across all provinces except Newfoundland and 
Quebec. Population winners due to inter-provincial migration in 1989 were Nova Scotia, Alberta 
ae British Columbia. All other provinces experienced varying degrees of adult population 
osses. 

Among those who move to other provinces, destinations for foreign-born migrants are highly 
geographically concentrated. Most of them make their new homes in Alberta, Ontario and British 
Columbia. In contrast, destinations for native-born migrants are more evenly spread out across 
the country. The most favourite provinces for them to settle are Alberta, Ontario, British 
Columbia, Quebec and Nova Scotia. 

Reasons behind relocations to other provinces also differ substantially between foreign- and 
domestically-born migrants. While a significant fraction of both foreign- and native-born 
Canadians report moving to other provinces for family-related responsibilities or do not cite any 
specific reason for their moving, economic considerations motivated nearly 38% of native-born 
migrants but under 19% of immigrant migrants. On the other hand, nearly 20% of immigrants 
move to other provinces to go to school or after retirement, compared to under 4% among native- 
born out-of-province migrants. 

Out-of-province migration pays off very handsomely for both immigrant and native-born movers. 

But the average annual earnings return to mobility for immigrant movers is much more 

substantial than for their native-born counterparts. Furthermore, the relative earnings gain due to 

mobility among immigrant movers is the result of both wage increase and more hours of work. In 

contrast, the substantial earnings return to mobility among native-born migrants is solely due to 

more hours of work. In fact, their post-move wages decline quite significantly relative to their 

non-moving counterparts. 

The above findings are limited to univariate analysis. After controlling for possible effects on 

mobility decisions of labour market outcomes/conditions, personal and job-related 

characteristics, and policy interventions, we find no statistically significant structural differences 

in the determinants of inter-provincial migration decisions between foreign- and native-born 

Canadians. In other words, the probability of moving to other provinces among immigrants is not 

statistically different from that of their comparable native-born counterparts. This probability is 

higher if earnings potentials elsewhere are relatively higher, lower if it is relatively harder to find 

employment elsewhere, higher among better educated workers, lower among French-speaking 

Canadians (of whom the majority reside in Quebec), lower among union members, and decreases 

with age, family size and job tenure. None of the proxies for government's labour market 

interventions significantly affect Canadians’ decision to move inter-provincially. This is 

consistent with results found in other work using earlier wave (1986-1987) of the LMAS (e.g., 

Osberg, Gordon and Lin (1994), Cahill (1993), Osberg and Gordon (1991)). 

The lower mobility rates among immigrants noted earlier are due to compositional differences 

between the immigrant and non-immigrant populations. A significantly higher proportion of 

immigrants live in Ontario and British Columbia, two of the most economically prosperous 
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provinces, and hence face lower levels of economic incentives to move to other provinces. 

Immigrants are also older and have bigger households, two characteristics commonly found to be 

negatively associated with geographic mobility. 

The importance of immigration in Canada’s labour market, economy and society raises a great 

number of policy issues. For example, high levels of immigration in recent years have given rise 

to the increasing number of students for whom neither English nor French is their primary 

language, especially in bigger cities where immigrants are concentrated. How to deal with this 

trend remains an important policy question for the education system. Another policy issue is 

discrimination in the labour market. Governments have responded with legislations designating 

“visible minorities” as one of four groups (other groups are women, the aboriginal and the 

handicapped) targeted for affirmative action to promote employment equity. But how to actually 

implement affirmative action remains controversial. These issues are beyond the scope of this 

paper. 

Our focus is on immigrants’ inter-provincial migration. Possible policy implications are directly 

tied to immigrant selection. If the policy objective is to encourage balanced population and 
labour force growth across all provinces, intended destinations might be considered as an 

additional factor in the current selection and approval system, and additional points be awarded 

to those applicants who choose economically less prosperous provinces to settle upon arrival. As 

more and more new immigrants are arriving, some characteristics of the immigrant population 

will likely change over time, such as the age distribution which may trend to be younger as most 

immigrants arrive as young adults, that may increase inter-provincial migration. But other 

characteristics such as marital status and family size, which are negatively associated with inter- 

provincial migration, will likely remain relatively unchanged due to different cultural and 

traditional considerations. 

Finally, we conclude with one qualification. As noted earlier, inter-provincial labour mobility 
serves as one mechanism for labour market adjustments. As labour market adjustments are 
dictated by the phase of the business cycle, so must be inter-provincial labour mobility. Mobility 
behaviour observed in one particular phase of the business cycle may very well be different from 
that in other phases. Therefore, one should not generalize the findings of this paper to mobility 
behaviour in other periods. 

To overcome this time-specific weakness of one particular paper, analysis using data covering 
other phases of the business cycle is required. Fortunately, the 1993-1994 longitudinal file of the 
Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID) of Statistics Canada is available now. The 
analysis will be updated and inter-provincial labour mobility of immigrants will not only be 
compared cross-sectionally with that of native-born Canadians but also over time. 
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Appendix 
Table A 

Variable Definition and Sample Statistics 
Variable Definition Sample Means 

All Immigrants NBCs 
Dep. Var. = 1 if moved to another province between J anuary/February 0.0103 0.0075 0.0106 

1989 and January/February 1990 
Immig = 1 if immigrant 0.0959 
AEarnings = average earnings in other provinces - own earnings 6084.9 4479.8 6255.1 
ANJA = average no job availability index in other provinces - -1.3234 0.4795 -1.5145 

average no job availability index in home province 
Possec = 1 if high school < education < university 0.2751 0.2685 0.2758 

Univ = 1 if education > university 0.1206 0.2011 0.1121 

Age2554 =1if25<age<54 0.6914 0.7163 0.6887 
Age5569 = 1 if age =55 0.0848 0.1615 0.0767 

French = 1 if French is the first language 0.1988 0.0316 0.2166 

Famsiz2 = 1 if family size = 2 0.2181 0.2005 0.2199 

Famsiz3 = 1 if family size = 3 0.2209 0.2232 0.2207 

Famsiz4 = 1 if family size = 4+ 0.4620 0.4837 0.4598 

Tenure = # of weeks worked at the latest job 306.22 364.99 299.99 

Pension = 1 if covered by a private pension plan 0.4087 0.4759 0.4015 

Union = 1 if union member 0.3749 0.3873 0.3736 

EIB = 1 if received employment insurance benefits 0.2029 0.1320 0.2104 

SAB = 1 if received social assistance benefits 0.0229 0.0172 0.0235 

Training = 1 if participated in government-sponsored training 0.0128 0.0109 0.0130 

N 36,365 3,486 32,879 

Table B 

Weighted Average Annual Earnings and No Job Availability Index by Province, 1988 

Other Provinces Home Province Other Provinces Home Province 

Newfoundland 2131259 ISpl 50,22 5.0 15.4 

Prince Edward Island 21,218.56 14,430.55 52 11.9 

Nova Scotia 21,298.08 IDS 22.09 Dal 8.3 

New Brunswick ZT, 300039 16,822.18 ea 10.3 

Quebec 21,618.70 19,929.16 5i1 55 

Ontario 20,012.91 23,063.12 6.7 2.6 

Manitoba 21,273.86 19,063.31 ey 5.9 

Saskatchewan 21-279,19 18,424.01 a2 6.2 

Alberta 21,108.18 21,954.13 52 a 

British Columbia 21,095.97 21,913.25 4.8 ie: 
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